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Again, even though the ecosystem element is the most highly developed and emphasized among the
CalFed elements, its implementation problems are indicative of those that will be faced by all CalFed
elements. An example of this relates to CVPIA implementation and integration with the CalFed program.
We continue to be proponents of integrating CVPIA and CalFed activities, both to reduce redundancy
and increase synergistic benefits, but also to ensure proper application of CVPIA resources towards CVP
related ecological issues. As you know, the CVPIA mandates that its ecological benefit programs be
executed in a manner that balances all Project needs, and that the impacts of the ecological programs
upon other Project purposes be mitigated. This CVPIA balancing objective should serve as a model for
CalFed program policy.

Towards accomplishing this. sort of goal (balancing and program element integration), it was suggested
during the meeting that the new ecosystem entity would perform a multi-faceted role as program
architect, job foreman and laborer. What was and is missing with this and all CalFed program elements is
a delineation of who bears the risk of failure; particularly where there is such centralized control of all
aspects of program development and execution. In our view, authority and responsibility creates a
correlative burden of risk such that those providing water and financial resources towards CalFed
objectives cannot be viewed as a the universal insurance ("assurance"?) policy. Thus, even if a new
entity is formed, there still must be an overarching CalFed entity that bears a balancing and integration
responsibility.

It is critical to note that "eco management" while based on "science" cannot be fully insulated from public
policy and CalFed mandated balance. Currently discussed "eco" "performance standards" are really
policy assurances without necessary scientific underpinning. (Again, who bears the risk of imprudent
program execution or mistakes of judgment?) The CalFed program must be implemented as a whole,
with all objectives treated equally and cross-referenced in the planning and execution stages.

A truly comprehensive CalFed program using "adaptive management" principles would not only discuss
"eco entity" needs relative to implementation and assurances, but would use adaptive management at a
CalFed / multi-objective level to assess and reassess the relationship between activities undertaken under
one CalFed program element and the positive and negative impacts of that activity upon execution and
achievement of other CalFed element objectives. In a nutshell, not only must all CalFed objectives be
equally emphasized at the policy and program levels, but the same treatment with regard to "assuring"
proper execution, compliance and stakeholder support and participation is needed if the Program as a
whole is to be properly launched and sustained.

The cross-over discussion between the ecosystem and assurances workgroups points the way, but also
illuminates the chief weakness of the CalFed program as a whole. Only when all program elements are
equally and more distinctly developed will we cease to "box at shadows" and become able to deal with
program execution on a realistic rather than hypothetical basis, serving to lower both the thresholds of
risk and costs of "assurance" -- ultimately leading to more expedient and certain achievement of CalFed
objectives.

Sincerely,

~,,,.~tson Peltier
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